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industry.w Crowell & Moring agrees, arguing that "if the Commission modifies the protected

service area for the ADI licensee of the MDS channels. then it must also adopt a

corresponding modification to Section 74.903(d) of the Commission 's Rules."~/ While that

suggestion has facial appeaL it nies in the face of the Commission's preference for licensing

ITFS entities only in areas where they are "local" and for maximizing the number of ITFS

licensees.

D. The Commission Should Assure That New A1DS Facilities Adequately Protect
Previously Proposed ITFS Stations, While Streamlining Unnecessary Regulatory Burdens.

One of the topics that is invariably addressed whenever the Commission revisits its

MDS application rules is the subject of ITFS interference protection. This proceeding is no

exception.

In its comments, the National ITFS Association ("NIA") expressed concern that the

NPRM was proposing to eliminate interference protection requirements imposed on applicants

for new MDS stations.:±2i While WCAI suspects that the language in the NPRMto which NIA

flSee WCAI Comments, at 41.

:±Ji/Crowell & Moring Comments, at 9.

fl/See Comments of Nat' I ITFS Ass'n, MM Docket No. 94-131 and PP Docket No. 93-523,
at 3 (filed Jan. 23. 1995). WCAI must disagree with NIA's proposal that ITFS applicants that
do not affiliate with a wireless cable operator be exempt from electronic application filing. See
id at 4. As WCAI explained in its initial comments, the cost of electronic filing is small indeed
compared to the benefits associated with an ITFS license. See WCAI Comments, at 49-50.
Other [TFS interests have also recognized that the full benefits of an electronic filing system
would be lost unless all applicants are required to comply. See Comments of South Carolina
Educational Television, State of Wisconsin - Educational Communications Board, and University
of Maine System. MM Docket No. 94-131 and PP Docket No. 93-253, at 2 (filed Jan.. 9, 1995).
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points was not intended to suggest an elimination of the ITFS protection rules, WCAI

nonetheless urges the Commission to make clear that no matter how authorized, new MDS

stations will be required to afford interference protection measured by the current co-channel

45 dB desired to undesired ("DIU") signal ratio and the adjacent channel 0 dB DIU ratio..lliI

While WCAI opposes any effort to reduce the substantive protection afforded the ITFS

community, WCAI agrees with those that believe the Commission's rules designed to protect

ITFS interests can be substantially streamlined. More specifically, WCAI joins with ACS and

USWC in calling for elimination of the provision of Section 21.902(i)(6)(i) of the Rules

giving ITFS interests 120 days to petition to deny any application for a new or modified MDS

station.;jJJ Indeed, more than three years ago, WCAI petitioned for reconsideration of the

order adopting the 120-day rule, a petition that remains pending.ilI This rule has

unnecessarily delayed the inauguration of wireless cable service in many markets, as MDS

applications lay unprocessed awaiting the end of the 120-day period. Particularly since an

ITFS application is only subject to petitions to deny for thirty days following public notice

.lliFor the reasons WCAI expressed in its initial comments, the Commission should reject the
efforts to water-down the 45 dB DIU ratio used to calculate co-channel interference protection
where frequency offset is used. See WCAI Comments, at 12 n. 28. The Commission should
note that at WCAl's First Annual Technical Symposium held just this past weekend in Tampa,
FL, it was confirmed: (i) that there remains much disagreement as to the specific benefits realized
through use of frequency offset; and (ii) that the use of frequency offset to closely-spaced stations
could preclude the transition of one or the other of the closely-spaced stations to digital
technology. Thus, WCAI reiterates its view that the Commission should refrain from revisiting
the co-channel interference protection requirements at this time.

USee ACS Comments, at 16; USWC Comments, at II.

21See Petition of Wireless Cable Ass'n for Partial Reconsideration, Gen. Docket No. 90-54,
at 16-20 (filed Dec. 13. 1991).
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of its acceptance for filing,iV there is no valid reason for retention of the 120-day provision

of Section 21.902(i)(6)(i).

III. CONCLUSION.

The Commission has before it a unique opportunity to expedite the inauguration of

competitive wireless cable systems in markets across the country. The Commission must

refrain, however. from attempting to force the square MDS peg into the round PCS/IVDS

auction hole. While the Commission is justitiably proud of the revenue it has raised through

auctions for new services, it must recognize that MDS is an existing service, with many

stations already operating, that wireless cable systems need more than just MDS channels to

be competitive with cable, and that the few licenses still to be issued will be of relatively low

value unless the scam artists corrupt the process. If the Commission adopts the proposals

advanced by WCAI here and in its initial comments, wireless cable systems will be launched

in many markets across the country. As the entrenched cable monopoly faces true

competition for the first time, multichannel video subscribers can be expected to realize

hundreds of millions of dollars in savings. To achieve that goal, however, the Commission

USee 47 C.F.R. § 74.912(a).
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must refrain from creating artificial mutual exclusivity among applications and otherwise

assist operators in accumulating the critical mass of channels needed to compete.

Respectfully submitted,
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